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Response to Comments Index 

Index of Comments on Draft EIR & Responses 
The Draft EIR for the Imperial Solar Energy Center South project was circulated for pubic review and comment for a period of 50 days, from 

December 3, 2010 to January 25, 2011. The following agencies, organizations, and persons provided written comments on the Draft EIR during public 

review. A copy of each comment letter along with corresponding responses is included in a “side by side” format to facilitate review. The specific 

comments and the corresponding responses have each been given an alphanumeric reference. The Final EIR/EA includes revisions including 

clarifications and corrections. The Final EIR/EA includes revisions, including clarifications, corrections, and updated information based on these 

comments. These revisions to the original text are made in restatement (clean) format instead of in strikeout/underline format in order to enhance 

the quality of public and decision-maker review.  

Letter Author Address Date Representing Page No. 

of Letter 

Federal/State Agencies 

A Terry Roberts 1400 Tenth Street January 20, Governor’s Office of Planning and RTC-1 
Director P.O. Box 3044 

Sacramento, CA 95812 
2011 Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning 
Unit 

B Jacob B. Armstrong 
Chief 

4050 Taylor Street, M.S. 240 
San Diego, CA 92110 

January 18, 
2011 

Department of Transportation 
District 11, Division of Planning 

RTC-7 

C Al Shami 
Project Manager 

5796 Corporate Avenue 
Cypress, CA 90630 

January 13, 
2011 

Department of Toxic Substances 
Control 

RTC-9 

D Dave Singleton 
Program Analyst 

915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

December 27, 
2010 

Native American Heritage 
Commission 

RTC-13 

Local Agencies 

E William S. Brunet, PE 
Director of Public Works 
Manuel Ortiz 
Assistant County 
Engineer 

155 S. 11th Street 
El Centro, CA 92243 

November 17, 
2010 

County of Imperial 
Department of Public Works 

RTC-18 

F Connie L. Valenzuela 
Agricultural 
Commissioner 

852 Broadway 
El Centro, CA 92243 

January 25, 
2011 

Agricultural Commissioner 
Sealer of Weights and Measures 

RTC-22 

G Linsey J. Dale 
Executive Director 

1000 Broadway 
El Centro, CA 92243 

January 25, 
2011 

Imperial County Farm Bureau RTC-24 
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Final EIR/EA 



     

 

         
  

  
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

   
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comments Index 

H Donald Vargas 
Environmental Specialist 

PO BOX 937 
Imperial, CA 92251 

January 18, 
2011 

Imperial Irrigation District 
Environmental, Regulatory and 
Emergency Planning 

RTC-27 

I Belen Leon 
APC Environmental 
Coordinator 

150 South Ninth Street 
El Centro, CA 92243 

December 17, 
2010 

Air Pollution Control District 
Imperial County 

RTC-35 

Organizations 

J Bridget R. Nash-
Chrabascz 
Quechan Tribe 
Preservation Officer 

PO BOX 1899 
Yuma, AZ 85366 

January 4, 2011 Quechan Indian Tribe RTC-37 

K Tom Buttgenbach, Ph.D. 
President 

10100 Santa Monica Blvd., Suite 
300 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 

December 16, 
2010 

8minutenergy Renewables LLC RTC-40 

Individuals 

L Donna Tisdale PO BOX 1275 
Boulevard, CA  91905 

January 5, 2011 Individual RTC-41 
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Comment Letter A 

A-1 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF 
PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING 
UNIT, SIGNED BY TERRY ROBERTS, DIRECTOR, DATED JANUARY 20, 2011 
(COMMENT LETTER A) 

Response to Comment A-1: 
This letter acknowledges that the County of Imperial has complied 
with the State Clearinghouse public review requirements for the 
Imperial Solar Energy Center South Project Draft EIR, pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

Also, this letter transmits comment letters received from state 
agencies during the Draft EIR public review period. Responses to 
State-agency comments are provided in Responses to Comments B-1 
through B-7, C-1 through C-9, and D-1 through D-9. 
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Comment Letter A
 
Attachment
 

Response to Comments 
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Comment Letter A
 
Attachment
 

Response to Comments 
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Comment Letter A
 
Attachment
 

Response to Comments 
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Comment Letter A
 
Attachment
 

Response to Comments 
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Comment Letter A
 
Attachment
 

Response to Comments 
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Comment Letter B 

B-1	 

B-2	 

B-3 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION, SIGNED BY JACOB M. ARMSTRONG, CHIEF, 
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BRANCH, DATED JANUARY 18, 2011 (COMMENT 
LETTER B) 

Response to Comment B-1: 
A visual analysis of the potential impacts associated with the 
proposed project was conducted and is provided in EIR/EA Sections 
3.1 and 4.1. The visual analysis included the preparation of computer-
generated photo simulations of the proposed transmission lines as 
viewed from several locations located along SR-98. No visual impact 
has been identified. Furthermore, the proposed solar energy facility 
site will not be readily visible from SR-98 due to the flat topography 
and distance (over ½ mile) from the site. As discussed on EIR/EA page 
4.1-8, the proposed photovoltaic modules are non-reflective (would 
not create a source of glare during sunlight hours), nor would any 
portion of the project be constructed of highly-reflective materials.  
No glare impact has been identified. 

Response to Comment B-2: 
EIR/EA Figures 4.3-1 through 4.3-5 depict the anticipated traffic 
distribution for the project. As shown, a majority of the traffic is 
anticipated to arrive at the site from Pulliam Road via SR-98. Access 
to the western side of the solar fields (i.e., west of the Westside Main 
canal) will be taken from SR-98 along an improved version of the 
existing IID maintenance access road, which is located along the 
western edge of the Westside Main Canal. 

Response to Comment B-3: 
The County and project Applicant recognize that an encroachment 
permit would be required for any work performed within Caltrans 
right-of-way. This is identified on EIR/EA page 2-53 which lists a 
California Department of Transportation - Encroachment Permit as a 
potential approval needed for project implementation. Furthermore, 
the project Applicant is aware of, and will comply with, 
encroachment permit requirements. 

Imperial Solar Energy Center South RTC-7 April 2011 
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Response to Comments 

Comment Letter B 
(cont’d.) 

B-4 

B-5 

B-6 

B-7 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION, SIGNED BY JACOB M. ARMSTRONG, CHIEF, 
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BRANCH, DATED JANUARY 18, 2011 (COMMENT 
LETTER B) (continued) 

Response to Comment B-4: 
Comment noted. The project Applicant is aware of, and will comply 
with, traffic control requirements in accordance with the policy shown 
in the Caltrans Standard Plans and the California Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices. 

Response to Comment B-5: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment B-6: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment B-7: 
Comment noted. 

Imperial Solar Energy Center South RTC-8 April 2011 
Final EIR/EA 



   

 

        
  

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
   

 

 

 

 

Response to Comments 

Comment Letter C 

C-
Intro 

C-1 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC 
SUBSTANCES CONTROL, SIGNED BY AL SHAMI, PROJECT MANAGER, 
DATED JANUARY 13, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER C) 

Response to Comment C-Intro: 
This is an introductory comment that acknowledges DTSC’s receipt of 
the Draft EIR/EA and summarizes the project. No further response is 
necessary. 

Response to Comment C-1: 
EIR/EA Sections 3.10 Health, Safety and Hazardous Materials/Fire and 
Fuels Management, addresses whether conditions in the project area 
may pose a threat the human health or the environment. A Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) (EIR/EA Appendix G), which 
included research and review of applicable regulatory databases 
was prepared for the project site and the findings are summarized in 
the EIR/EA. The proposed project site is not listed in any of the 
environmental databases search as part of the Phase I ESA. 
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Response to Comments 

Comment Letter C 
(cont’d.) 

C-1 
(cont’d.) 

C-2 

C-3 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC 
SUBSTANCES CONTROL, SIGNED BY AL SHAMI, PROJECT MANAGER, 
DATED JANUARY 13, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER C) (continued) 

Response to Comment C-2: 
The proposed project site is not included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites based on the ASTM Standard Practice E2247-08.  
Furthermore, low concentrations of agricultural chemicals are present 
on the project site; for all these reasons, the impact to the public and 
the environment as a result of any potential presence of agricultural 
chemicals on the project site is considered minimal (see EIR/EA page 
4.10-3). 

Response to Comment C-3: 
A Phase I ESA was performed for the project site and findings and 
recommendations are summarized in the EIR/EA (see Sections 3.10 
and 4.10 – Health, Safety and Hazardous Materials/Fire and Fuels 
Management). 

Imperial Solar Energy Center South RTC-10 April 2011 
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Comment Letter C 

C-4 

C-5 

C-6 

C-7 

C-8 

(cont’d.) 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC 
SUBSTANCES CONTROL, SIGNED BY AL SHAMI, PROJECT MANAGER, 
DATED JANUARY 13, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER C) (continued) 

Response to Comment C-4: 
No demolition is proposed at the project site in order to implement 
the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-5: 
Please refer to Response to Comment C-2. 

Response to Comment C-6: 
Please refer to Response to Comment C-2. Additionally, the potential 
health risk associated with diesel-related toxic emissions was 
evaluated (see EIR/EA page 4.4-9). Screen3 modeling was 
conducted. All criteria pollutants are estimated to be below the 
CARB-recommended level of one in a million per ug/m3. 

Response to Comment C-7: 
Operation of the solar facility would involve minimal and routine use 
and storage of hazardous materials and hazardous waste. All 
storage, handling, transport, emission and disposal of hazardous 
substances will be in full compliance with local, State, and Federal 
regulations including California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, 
Chapter 6.5 and California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5, 
as referenced in this comment. 

Response to Comment C-8: 
Comment noted. 

Imperial Solar Energy Center South RTC-11 April 2011 
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Comment Letter C	 

C-9 

(cont’d.) 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC 
SUBSTANCES CONTROL, SIGNED BY AL SHAMI, PROJECT MANAGER, 
DATED JANUARY 13, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER C) (continued) 

Response to Comment C-9: 
Comment noted. 

Imperial Solar Energy Center South RTC-12 April 2011 
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Comment Letter D 

D-1 

D-2 

D-3 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE 
COMMISSION, SIGNED BY DAVE SINGLETON, PROGRAM MANAGER, 
DATED DECEMBER 27, 2010 (COMMENT LETTER D) 

Response to Comment D-1: 
The County recognizes that the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) is the state “trustee agency” pursuant to CEQA 
as it relates to Native American cultural resources and understands 
CEQA and CEQA Guidelines guidance as it relates to cultural 
resources potentially impacted by any project. 

EIR/EA Sections 3.7, 4.7 and 5.0 (Cumulative Impacts) address the 
proposed project’s potential impact to cultural resources. 
Archaeological surveys have been conducted for the proposed 
project, including the solar energy facility site and proposed 
transmission line corridor. 

Response to Comment D-2: 
As described on EIR/EA page 3.7-10: 

A Sacred Lands File search request was submitted to the NAHC on October 6, 

2010. The response letter dated October 12, 2010, established that the Sacred 

Lands File (SLF) search for the project area failed to indicate the presence of 

Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area. The letter 

indicated consultation as the best way to avoid unanticipated discoveries. A 

list of contacts for adjacent tribes was enclosed. Specifically, the letter 

recommended contacting Carmen Lucas for insight regarding specific 

information about the cultural resources located in the project area. 

Archaeological surveys have identified cultural resources sites within 
the project’s area of potential effect (APE) (see EIR/EA Section 3.7).  

Additionally, early consultation with Native American tribes has been 
conducted. This consultation process is described on EIR/EA pages 
3.7-19 and 8-4. 

Imperial Solar Energy Center South RTC-13 April 2011 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE 
COMMISSION, SIGNED BY DAVE SINGLETON, PROGRAM MANAGER, 
DATED DECEMBER 27, 2010 (COMMENT LETTER D) (continued) 

Response to Comment D-3: 
Consultation has been conducted with each of the tribes listed in this 
comment. See EIR/EA pages 3.7-19 and 8-4 through 8-6. Specifically 
as stated on EIR/EA page 3.7-19: 

Native American Consultation 

With the filing of the Imperial Valley Solar Energy Center South application for a 

ROW, the BLM, as the lead federal agency, invited tribes into consultation pursuant 

to the Executive Memorandum of April 29th, 1994, as well as other relevant laws and 

regulations, including Section 106 of the NHPA. To date, fifteen Native American 

tribes have been identified and invited to consult on this project. The BLM invited the 

tribes into government-to-government consultation by letter on 6/24/2010. The BLM 

has received responses from the Fort Yuma Quechan Tribe and the Cocopah Indian 

Tribe indicating their interest in the project and their desire to continue consultation. 

The BLM, El Centro Field Office Archaeologist also received a phone call and 

discussed the project with Ms. Carmen Lucas of the Kwaaymii Laguna Band of 

Mission Indians. She requested additional information regarding the project and will 

continue to be consulted. The BLM is continuing to provide updates on the status of 

the environmental review process and the Section 106 process, invite the tribes into 

government-to-government consultation, and request their help in identifying any 

issues or concerns. The cultural resource inventory reports were sent to all tribes for 

their review and comment on November 1, 2010. The letter included with the reports 

also invited Tribes to a meeting and archaeological sites visit to be held in El Centro 

on November 16, 2010. The meeting presented information to the tribes regarding 

the proposed project and provided an opportunity for Tribes to ask questions and 

express their concerns regarding the proposed project. There have also been two 

additional letters and a meeting since November 16. A letter dated December 14, 

2010 informed tribes of the release of the Draft EA/EIR, the comment period, and 

where they could comment. A letter dated January 31, 2011 informed the tribes that 

BLM is proposing to develop a MOA to resolve adverse effects to historic properties 

and invited the tribes to a consulting party meeting. The consulting party meeting 

was held in El Centro on February 23, 2011 and discussed the development of a 

MOA. Representatives from the Cocopah Indian Tribe, Manzanita Band of 

Kumeyaay Indians, and the Fort Yuma Quechan Tribe attended the meeting. The 

consultation process is still ongoing. 
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Comment Letter D 
(cont’d.) 

D-3 
(cont’d.) 

D-4 

D-5 

D-6 

D-7 

D-8 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE 
COMMISSION, SIGNED BY DAVE SINGLETON, PROGRAM MANAGER, 
DATED DECEMBER 27, 2010 (COMMENT LETTER D) (continued) 

Response to Comment D-4: 
Comment noted. The archaeological survey included a records 
search from the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) that 
provided information regarding whether previous surveys have been 
conducted in the area of potential effect, what resources might be 
expected, and whether any cultural resources have been recorded 
within the project limits. 

Response to Comment D-5: 
Early consultation with Native American tribes has been conducted in 
accordance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations.  
The consultation process conducted for this project is described on 
EIR/EA pages 3.7-19 and 8-4 through 8-4. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment D-3. 

Response to Comment D-6: 
The project Applicant, County and BLM have emphasized avoidance 
of cultural resources where feasible. Nineteen cultural resources sites 
have been identified within the project’s APE. Of those 19 sites, 17 
sites will not be directly impacted by the proposed project. 
Furthermore, where direct impacts have been identified, Mitigation 
Measure CR1 is proposed which includes an emphasis on avoidance 
where feasible. Mitigation Measure CR1 (a) (1) states, “Avoidance of 
the resource through project redesign in a manner that is technically 
possible, operationally possible, does not cause a new significant 
environmental impact or increase the severity of a significant 
environmental impact, and does not cause the loss of more than 1 
MW of production.” 

The potential for accidental discovery of human remains is also 
addressed in the EIR/EA. Mitigation Measure CR4 is proposed to 
ensure that potential project impacts to previously unknown human 
remains do not rise to a level of significance.  
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE 
COMMISSION, SIGNED BY DAVE SINGLETON, PROGRAM MANAGER, 
DATED DECEMBER 27, 2010 (COMMENT LETTER D) (continued) 

Response to Comment D-6: (cont’d.) 

Mitigation Measure CR4 states: 

CR4	 If human remains are discovered, work will be halted in that area, 

and the procedures set forth in the CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15064.5 

(d) and (e), California PRC Sec. 5097.98 and state HSC Sec. 7050.5 

and Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

(NAGPRA) shall be followed, as applicable. 

Response to Comment D-7: 
These comments are acknowledged. Furthermore, information 
regarding cultural resource sites as they relate to the proposed 
project and their locations has remained confidential. 

Response to Comment D-8: 
These comments are acknowledged and consultation with Native 
American tribes has been conducted, and will continue (please refer 
to Response to Comment D-3). Also, please see EIR/EA Section 4.7.3 
NEPA/NHPA-Based Mitigation Measures (EIR/EA page 4.7-11). 
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Response to Comments 

D-8 
(cont’d.) 

D-9 

Comment Letter D 
(cont’d.) 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE 
COMMISSION, SIGNED BY DAVE SINGLETON, PROGRAM MANAGER, 
DATED DECEMBER 27, 2010 (COMMENT LETTER D) (continued) 

Response to Comment D-9: 
Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment D-6. 
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E-

Comment Letter E 

Intro 

E-1 

E-2 

E-3 

E-4 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY DEPARTMENT 
OF PUBLIC WORKS, SIGNED BY WILLIAM S. BRUNET, PE, DIRECTOR OF 
PUBLIC WORKS, DATED FEBRUARY 2, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER E) 

Response to Comment E-Intro: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment E-1: 
The main access road to the project site will be Pulliam Road. Access 
is also proposed to the portion of the site west of the Westside Main 
Canal via use of an existing IID maintained access road located 
along the western edge of the Westside Main Canal. EIR/EA Figure 2-
22 depicts location of this proposed access. The current road bed is 
approximately 30 to 40 feet wide. The applicant has met with IID and 
IID has agreed to allow the applicant to utilize a 20’ wide private 
access road 20’ from the bank of the Westside Main Canal. The road 
bed will be extended to the edge of the 40-foot disturbance and will 
encroach slightly (up to 10 feet in width) into undisturbed land, if a 
cut/fill slope is needed to stabilize or level the road, totaling a 50-foot 
corridor. 

Response to Comment E-2: 
The Applicant will be responsible for ensuring that existing roadways 
utilized for the construction access to the project are adequately 
maintained during construction and restored to their preconstruction 
condition. This will be included as a Conditional of Approval as part 
of the Conditional Use Permit for the project. 

Response to Comment E-3: 
The revisions suggested in this comment for the classification of 
McCabe Road and Pulliam Road have been made to Section 3.3.2.2 
of the EIR/EA. 

With regards to the comment to include Anza Road and Clark Road 
into the circulation network, the traffic impact analysis prepared for 
the project analyzes the roadway facilities that could be impacted as 
a result of construction traffic (operational traffic will be very minimal).
 Specifically, where 50 or more peak hour trips are anticipated. The 
analysis is based on the anticipated construction traffic distribution 
from the region as shown in EIR/EA Figures 4.3-1 through 4.3-6.  Based 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY DEPARTMENT 
OF PUBLIC WORKS, SIGNED BY WILLIAM S. BRUNET, PE, DIRECTOR OF 
PUBLIC WORKS, DATED FEBRUARY 2, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER E) 
(continued) 

Response to Comment E-3: (cont’d.) 

on this analysis, the roadway segments listed in the comment (Anza 
Road and Clark Road) would not experience a significant amount of 
construction related traffic and no impact to these facilities has been 
identified. 

Response to Comment E-4: 
See Response to Comment E-2. 
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Comment Letter E 
(cont’d.) 

E-7 

E-8 

E-6 

E-5 

E-4 
(cont’d.) 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY DEPARTMENT 
OF PUBLIC WORKS, SIGNED BY WILLIAM S. BRUNET, PE, DIRECTOR OF 
PUBLIC WORKS, DATED FEBRUARY 2, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER E) 
(continued) 

Response to Comment E-5: 
See Response to Comment E-3. 

Response to Comment E-6: 
The direct access point for the project is Anza Road. Multiple access 
points are not proposed. No changes to the EIR/EA have been made 
in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment E-7: 
Please refer to Response to Comment E-2. 

Response to Comment E-8: 
The referenced improvements are requested Conditions of Approval 
for the project and are not mitigation measures associated with a 
specific traffic impact associated with the project. The Applicant is 
coordinating with the County Department of Public Works regarding 
the requested conditions of approval listed in the comment. Any 
modifications to these conditions as an outcome of this further 
coordination will be included in the Conditional Use Permit for the 
project as appropriate. 
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E-8 

Comment Letter E 
(cont’d.) 

(cont’d.) 

Response to Comments 
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Comment Letter F 

F-1 

F-2 

F-3 

F-4 

F-5 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY 
AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER SEALER OF WEIGHTS AND MEASURES, 
SIGNED BY CONNIE L. VALENZUELA, AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER, 
SEALER OF WEIGHTS AND MEASURES, DATED JANUARY 25, 2011 
(COMMENT LETTER F) 

Response to Comment F-1: 
This comment summarizes the characteristics of the proposed project. 
No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment F-2: 
This comment is consistent with the EIR/EA description of the project 
site, which is identified as containing “Prime Farmland” and “Farmland 
of Statewide Importance.” A significant impact has been identified 
with respect to the conversion of the site to a non-agricultural use.  
Mitigation Measure AR1 is proposed which would reduce the impact 
to a level less than significant. This measure requires either: 1) 
procurement of Agricultural Conservation Easements on a 2 to 1 basis 
for all acres converted; or, 2) payment of an “Agricultural In-Lieu 
Mitigation Fee.” The County of Imperial will consider the potential 
fiscal impacts and economic benefits of the project as part of their 
consideration of approval of the project. For instance, the EIR/EA 
identifies that the fields within the project site are producing lower 
value crops and employing less people than other agricultural fields in 
the Imperial Valley. As noted in the EIR/EA, the current agricultural 
use employs approximately two full time employees. It would take 
over 100 years for the current agricultural fields to provide the same 
level of compensation, in terms of payroll to workers, as the 
construction of the proposed project. Additionally, the proposed 
project is considered a temporary use and the land would be 
required to revert back to agricultural use if the solar facility is 
decommissioned. 

Response to Comment F-3: 
The period of construction for the solar facility is short-term in nature 
(approximately 17 months as stated in the comment). Once 
constructed, the occupancy of the solar facility would be 
approximately four full time employees. As such, any conflict with the 
agricultural lands surrounding the project site is anticipated to be less 
than significant due to the relatively short duration of the construction 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY 
AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER SEALER OF WEIGHTS AND MEASURES, 
SIGNED BY CONNIE L. VALENZUELA, AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER, 
SEALER OF WEIGHTS AND MEASURES, DATED JANUARY 25, 2011 
(COMMENT LETTER F) (continued) 

Response to Comment F-3: (cont’d.) 

period, and the very low occupancy of the project (i.e., 
approximately four full-time employees). Additionally, the All 
American Canal and U.S. Border Fence are located at the southern 
boundary of the project site. No agricultural fields are located to the 
south of the project site that could be impacted. BLM managed 
lands are located to the west of the project site, and an owner of a 
portion of the project site owns and farms lands immediately north of 
the site. Finally, the owners of large tracts of land to the north and 
east of the site have filed Conditional Use Permit applications with the 
County for use of these properties for solar energy fields. 

Response to Comment F-4: 
As stated on EIR/EA page 2-29, the panel cleaning interval would be 
determined by the rate at which electrical output degrades between 
cleanings. The Applicant currently anticipates no module washing, 
but instead allowing the occasional rain events wash the modules.  
This approach is consistent with other projects utilizing the same 
technology. Two module washings have been assumed as a 
conservative estimate for operational water usage. 

Response to Comment F-5: 
These comments are acknowledged. As described on EIR/EA page 2-
31 (Weed Management) and identified in Mitigation Measure B1 
(EIR/EA page 4.12-100) a weed control plan will be developed which 
would include a long-term strategy for weed control and 
management during operation of the project. Furthermore, 
vegetation management would be implemented as part of the 
project’s Fire Protection and Prevention Plan (see EIR/EA page 2-24).  

The entire solar field site will be fenced for security purposes. 
Therefore, the site is not expected to be utilized by, or an attraction 
for, animals. 
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Comment Letter G 

G-
Intro 

G-1 

G-2 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY FARM 
BUREAU, SIGNED BY LINSEY J. DALE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, DATED 
JANUARY 25, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER G) 

Response to Comment G-Intro: 
This comment summarizes the characteristics of the proposed project. 
No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment G-1: 
Projected water use associated with construction and operation of 
the proposed project is discussed in EIR/EA Chapter 2.0. 

Response to Comment G-2: 
These comments are acknowledged. As described on EIR/EA page 2-
31 (Weed Management) and identified in Mitigation Measure B1 
(EIR/EA page 4.12-100) a weed control plan will be developed which 
would include a long-term strategy for weed control and 
management during operation of the project. Furthermore, 
vegetation management would be implemented as part of the 
project’s Fire Protection and Prevention Plan (see EIR/EA pages 2-24 
through 2-26). 

The entire solar field site will be fenced for security purposes. 
Therefore, the site is not expected to be utilized by, or an attraction 
for, animals. 
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Response to Comments 

Comment Letter G 
(cont’d.) 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY FARM 
BUREAU, SIGNED BY LINSEY J. DALE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, DATED 
JANUARY 25, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER G) (continued) 

Response to Comment G-3: 
G-2 

Aerial application of pesticides will not be significantly impacted. The (cont’d.) 

solar fields will utilize Solar PV panels, which absorb light. The solar field 
will not have mirrors or other highly reflective surfaces.  

G-3 
During construction, there will be some restrictions on the aerial 
application of a small number of Restricted Materials that require a 
permit for application from the Imperial County Agricultural 

G-4 Commission. Non-Restricted pesticides will not be restricted. 

The restricted substances will be: 
G-5 •	 Dusts (not including Sulfur dust which is not a Restricted 

Material): This is not expected to be an impact as they are 
not commonly used. 

•	 No Def: This is used for cotton and there are no cotton fields in 
G-6 the area 

•	 Folex: This is used for cotton and there are no cotton fields in 
the area 

G-7 •	 Paraquat: This is a toxic herbicide used to de-foliate cotton.  
There are no cotton fields in the area.  

Restrictions will extend for ¼ of a mile from the construction site and 
therefore will only impact fields immediately to the north and east of 
the site. These fields are grass crop fields and are not likely to be 
impacted by the above restrictions. Further, many of these adjacent 
fields are currently proposed to be developed into solar farms and 
are not likely to be impacted. If application of these substances are 
required, the applicant will coordinate with the adjacent farm and 
the Agriculture Commission to ensure safe and timely application of 
these Restricted Materials. 

Response to Comment G-4: 
A Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) will be prepared for the proposed 
project, and will be considered in the decision whether or not to 
approve the proposed project. 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY FARM 
BUREAU, SIGNED BY LINSEY J. DALE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, DATED 
JANUARY 25, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER G) (continued) 

Response to Comment G-5: 
EIR/EA Section 2.1.3.12 Termination and Restoration of Solar Energy 
Facility Site, addresses the decommissioning of the solar facility, which 
would include restoring the site to a farmable condition. 

Response to Comment G-6: 
Comment noted. No changes to the EIR/EA are proposed regarding 
the County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance. 

Response to Comment G-7: 
Comment noted. 
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Response to Comments 

Comment Letter H 

H-1 

H-
Intro 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
SIGNED BY DONALD VARGAS, ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALIST, DATED 
JANUARY 18, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER H) 

Response to Comment H-Intro: 
This comment summarizes the proposed project characteristics. 
Additionally, the comment provides the IID’s July 8, 2010 response to 
the NOP as an attachment. Please refer to the “H Attachment” 
responses below. 

Response to Comment H-1: 
Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter H 

H-1 
(cont’d.) 

H-2 

(cont’d.) 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
SIGNED BY DONALD VARGAS, ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALIST, DATED 
JANUARY 18, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER H) (continued) 

Response to Comment H-2: 
Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter H 
Attachment 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 

SIGNED BY DONALD VARGAS, ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALIST, DATED 

JANUARY 18, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER H) (continued)
 

(ATTACHMENT)
 

1.	 The Applicant has submitted an application for electric service 
with IID Energy – Customer Operations & Planning Section as 
required. 

2. 	 Comment noted. 

3.	 Fences will be installed at the boundary of IID’s right of way as 
required. 

Imperial Solar Energy Center South RTC-29 April 2011 
Final EIR/EA 



   

 

        
  

   

 
 

   
 

 
    

 
 

    

 
 

 
 

      

  
 

  

 

  

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 

Comment Letter H	 
Attachment 

(cont’d.) 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
SIGNED BY DONALD VARGAS, ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALIST, DATED 
JANUARY 18, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER H) (continued) 

(ATTACHMENT) (continued) 

4. The project does not propose to use IID’s Westside Main structures 
for access to the project site. 

5.	 Comment noted. The project Applicant will be required to obtain 
an encroachment permit from IID for this proposed shared access 
road with IID. 

6.	 Comment noted. Connection to existing drains is proposed. 
EIR/EA Figure 4.11-1 depicts the proposed project site drainage 
infrastructure. As shown, runoff control would include use of the 
existing 30” storm drain that conveys flow underneath the 
Westside Main Canal, as well as the existing Mt. Signal Storm Drain 
#3. 

7.	 The impacts to the Salton Sea via the New River and to IID drains, 
due to loss or reduction of agricultural runoff caused by 
temporary agricultural land conversion to solar use is not a 
significant environmental impact. Unlike a permanent conversion 
of agricultural land to urban or industrial use, the solar project is 
akin to a long-term fallowing because the project is required to 
restore the site back to agricultural use pursuant to the terms of its 
lease. Although there is a reduction in water use at the site, the 
project will continue to contribute relatively clean water to the 
New River and the Salton Sea from periodic panel washing runoff 
and stormwater collection systems. The BMP to control the rate of 
water runoff and reduce water quality impacts are discussed in 
Chapter 4.11 of the EIR/EA, with a focus on the use of specially 
designed detention ponds that allow sediments and other types 
of pollutants to settle to the bottom prior to release of the water 
downstream, eventually into the Salton Sea. 

The proposed project's reduction in agricultural water use at the 
site aids the IID in fulfilling its legal obligations under State Water 
Resources Control Board orders, the Quantification Settlement 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 

SIGNED BY DONALD VARGAS, ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALIST, DATED 

JANUARY 18, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER H) (continued)
 

(ATTACHMENT) (continued)
 

Agreement (QSA), and IID Water Transfer Agreement, which 
includes mitigation of water quality and biological impacts to the 
Salton Sea. As such, the proposed project is consistent with the 
IID Water Transfer Agreement HCP, the existing section 7 
Biological Opinion, and IID CESA Permit 2081. The IID has created 
an Equitable Distribution Plan to give itself the flexibility to meet 
changing circumstances in supply and demand. The Equitable 
Distribution Plan would essentially create an agricultural fallowing 
incentive program in the event of a supply/demand imbalance 
(SDI). By October of each year, the IID staff must forecast water 
demand and available supply and recommend whether there 
will be a SDI. With the knowledge that the proposed project is 
anticipated to use only 5 AFPY of water during its long lease 
period, instead of a more intense agricultural water use, IID has 
lower water demand it needs to account for in determining 
whether there will be a SDI and may help prevent the need to 
activate the Equitable Distribution Plan, which will allow more 
farms to use their water supply. With a reduced need induce 
other farmland to fallow their lands, more agricultural water can 
flow to the Salton Sea that otherwise would.  

Likewise, in the years when IID must trigger the Equitable 
Distribution Plan, the water conservation from the proposed 
project reduces the need to induce fallowing on as many 
agricultural acres to generate the additional water conservation 
needed to meet its transfer obligations and Salton Sea mitigation 
obligations. According to IID's Equitable Distribution Plan 
Negative Declaration, in 2003, IID implemented a rotation 
fallowing program to successfully create conserved water to 
deliver to the Salton Sea and now IID plans to increase fallowing 
incrementally to a -maximum of about 25,000 acres. With the 
knowledge that the proposed project will be using less water, IID 
can fallow less than the 25,000 acres to produce the same 
amount of water needed to meet its transfer obligations and 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 

SIGNED BY DONALD VARGAS, ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALIST, DATED 

JANUARY 18, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER H) (continued)
 

(ATTACHMENT) (continued)
 

conserve water to deliver to the Salton Sea. As such, to the extent 
IID believes mitigation is needed, IID controls the mitigation by 
selecting how many farmland acres to enroll in its fallowing 
program to create the Salton Sea mitigation water. These 
decisions are outside the control of the County. 

In addition, IID acknowledged in its Negative Declaration 
certifying the Equitable Distribution program that the fallowing 
necessary to provide the transfer and Salton Sea mitigation water 
would not have a significant impact on water quality or biology. 
Specifically, it states for biology, "Implementation of the EDP 
would not have an effect on any biological resources within the 
IID water service area. The EDP could result in minor short-term 
changes in the location of water use and therefore, the volume 
of flows in the drains. However, any changes in the location of 
flows are expected to be both short-term and negligible, and well 
within historic variations, and therefore not to result in any adverse 
effects on biological resources that rely on the drains for 
habitat....[i]t is expected that under an SDI [state and federal 
refuges in the IID service area] will have sufficient supplied to 
maintain current uses and operations and/or to fulfill obligations 
under environmental permits issued to IID. No impacts to these 
areas will occur under the EDP." For water quality, it states, "The 
proposed EDP would not result in any impacts associated with 
hydrology and water quality....the magnitude of any potential 
change is anticipated to be minimal and, due to constant 
variation in cropping patterns and locations of idled lands, most 
likely to undetectable when compared to the existing condition." 

Finally, Figure 3 of the Negative Declaration shows how 
insignificant the IID's EDP fallowing program is in comparison with 
the historic variation in fallowing levels in Imperial Valley. The 
EIR/EA tiers off this conclusion and incorporates it by reference 
into the Proposed Project's analysis and Response to Comments. 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 

SIGNED BY DONALD VARGAS, ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALIST, DATED 

JANUARY 18, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER H) (continued)
 

(ATTACHMENT) (continued)
 

http://www.iid.com/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid= 
240 

Therefore, not only does the proposed project reduce the need 
for as much fallowing under the Equitable Distribution Plan, but 
Figure 3 demonstrates, even without aiding the IID's Equitable 
Distribution Plan, the Proposed Project's long-term fallowing of 
agricultural lands is not significant compared to the historic levels 
of fallowing in Imperial County. As such, the Proposed Action’s 
agricultural use water reduction is not significant compared to the 
historic levels of agricultural use water reductions from fallowing 
activities. 

8. 	 This comment relates to Response to Comment H-7, but requests 
clarification of the project's potential cumulative impact on the 
New River and Salton Sea from the reduced flow. The IID's 
Equitable Distribution Plan Negative Declaration also analyzed 
the cumulative impacts of the Equitable Distribution Plan's 
fallowing program and concluded "Because there are no 
environmental impacts associated with implementation of the 
EDP, there are no cumulative impacts to consider." The EIR/EA 
tiers off this conclusion and incorporates it by reference into the 
proposed project's analysis and Response to Comments. For all 
the reasons stated in Response to Comment H-7, the proposed 
project's conservation of water reduces the need to declare a 
SDI, aids the IID in meeting its water transfer and mitigation water 
obligations, and is so far within the historic levels of fallowing 
within Imperial County that the County has come to the same 
cumulative impact conclusion as IID did for IID's EDP. 
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Comment Letter H
 
Attachment
 

(cont’d.) 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 

SIGNED BY DONALD VARGAS, ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALIST, DATED 

JANUARY 18, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER H) (continued)
 

(ATTACHMENT) (continued)
 

9.	 Comment noted. 

10.	 As described on EIR/EA page 2-26, an onsite water treatment 
facility would draw water from the Westside Main Canal, and 
treat the water for domestic and panel washing use. 
Alternatively, water may be trucked to the site in tanker trucks 
and stored on site for domestic use, panel washing and dust 
suppression. Bottled water will be trucked to the site for drinking 
water. 

11.	 The whole of the proposed action, including any new, relocated, 
upgraded, or reconstructed IID facilities has been evaluated in 
the EIR/EA. 
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Response to Comments 

Comment Letter I 

I-1 

I-2 

I-3 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY AIR 
POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT, SIGNED BY BELEN LEON, APC 
ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR, DATED DECEMBER 17, 2010 
(COMMENT LETTER I) 

Response to Comment I-1: 
The Imperial County APCD Rule 310 is applicable to commercial and 
residential uses. The APCD has indicated that Rule 310 would apply to 
all buildings constructed on the project site. The Applicant intends to 
pay the operational development fee for the proposed O&M Building 
in accordance with APCD Rule 310. Mitigation Measure AQ3 has 
been added to the EIR/EA to ensure the project complies with Rule 
310. 

Response to Comment I-2: 
The text on EIR/EA page 3.4-5 has been revised as follows: 

Ozone Air Quality Management Plan 

Based on Imperial County’s “moderate” nonattainment status for 1997 

federal 8-hour ozone standards, Imperial County Air Pollution Control District 

(ICAPCD) is required to develop an 8-hour Attainment Plan for Ozone. 

Recently ICAPCD found that Imperial County had no violations of the 8-hour 

ozone standard for 2008. On December 3, 2009, the U.S. EPA made a final 

determination that the Imperial County attained the 1997 8-Hour National 

Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for Ozone. Because this 

determination does not constitute a re-designation to attainment under the 

Clean Air Act Section 107(d)(3), the designation status will remain 

“moderate” nonattainment for the 1997 8-hour ozone standard. However, 

ICAPCD is required to submit a Modified Air Quality Management Plan 

(AQMP) to the EPA for approval. The final “Modified” 2009 8-hour Ozone Air 

Quality Management Plan was adopted by ICAPCD on July 13, 2010. On 

November 18, 2010, CARB approved the Imperial County 8-Hour Ozone Air 

Quality Management Plan. 

Response to Comment I-3: 
Please refer to Response to Comment I-1. 
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Comment Letter I 
(cont’d.) 

I-4 

I-5 

I-6 

 
 

 

 

 
 

           

           

              

          

       

 

              

          
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY AIR 
POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT, SIGNED BY BELEN LEON, APC 
ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR, DATED DECEMBER 17, 2010 
(COMMENT LETTER I) (continued) 

Response to Comment I-4: 
The APCD was contacted to clarify the current monitoring station 
framework in Imperial County (pers. comm., Monica Soucier, January 
12, 2011). Pages 11-12 of the Construction Air Quality Conformity 
Assessment (EIR/EA Appendix C1) has been updated to reflect the 
following: 

ICAPCD oversees four monitoring stations within their own jurisdiction (El Centro, 

Niland, Westmorland, and Brawley). Two monitoring stations are located within 

CARB’s jurisdiction, one within the City of Calexico and one within the City of 

Calexico’s sphere of influence. Therefore, the ICAPCD monitors air quality 

conditions at six locations within Imperial County. 

CARB is in the process of relocating the two monitoring stations in Calexico. The 

relocation is anticipated to occur within the next 6-12 months. 

Response to Comment I-5: 
The text on page 12 of the Construction Air Quality Conformity 
Assessment has been deleted. The El Centro and Calexico 
monitoring stations have been determined to be the most 
appropriate data base for existing ambient air quality as it 
relates to the proposed project. 

Response to Comment I-6: 
Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter J 

J-1 

J-2 

J-2a 

J-2b 

J-3a 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM QUECHAN INDIAN TRIBE, SIGNED 
BY BRIDGET R. NASH-CHRABASCZ, QUECHAN TRIBE HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION OFFICER, DATED JANUARY 4, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER J) 

Response to Comment J-1: 
This comment is acknowledged. The County of Imperial has prepared 
written responses to these comments pursuant to CEQA Guideline 
15088. The comments and written responses are provided in 
Responses to Comments J-2 through J-4 and are included in the Final 
EIR for the project. The Bureau of Land Management will summarize 
comments and responses received during the NEPA environmental 
review process and include this information as part of the Decision 
Record for the project. 

Response to Comment J-2: 
The Draft EIR/EA document was made available for public review and 
comment for a period of over 50 days, extending from December 3, 
2010 to January 25, 2011. 

Response to Comment J-2a: 
EIR/EA page 4.7-11 states that, “the Decision Record must include the 
MOA. The BLM is currently developing a MOA to resolve the adverse 
effects of this project.” Furthermore, EIR/EA page 4.7-11 states, “If 
there are significant effects, then when the MOA is fully executed, the 
Proposed Action and Alternatives will have fulfilled the requirements 
of the NHPA and NEPA.” Furthermore, the EIR/EA addresses the whole 
of the action for both CEQA purposes and NEPA purposes. The whole 
of the action includes both the solar energy facility site and 
transmission line corridor. As such, NEPA does apply to the entire 
project, and the development of a MOA will include the privately-
owned property that is proposed for the solar energy facility site. 

Response to CommentJ-2b: 
It is acknowledged that capping is not always a preferred practice.  
As stated in the EIR/EA and responded to in Response to Comment J-
2a, a MOA will be executed prior to issuance of a Decision Record.  
The MOA will be developed as part of the BLM’s tribal consultation to 
ensure that the proposed mitigation is acceptable to all consulting 
parties. Specifically, EIR/EA page 4.7-1 states, “The 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM QUECHAN INDIAN TRIBE, SIGNED 
BY BRIDGET R. NASH-CHRABASCZ, QUECHAN TRIBE HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION OFFICER, DATED JANUARY 4, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER J) 
(continued) 

Response to Comment J-2b: (cont’d.) 

BLM is entering into consultation with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO), Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), 
Tribes and interested parties on completing all procedural steps 
outlined in 36CFR800, the implementing procedures for the National 
Historic Preservation Act. The BLM has determined that there will be 
an adverse effect to historic properties and is currently developing a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to resolve the adverse effect.” 
Furthermore, NEPA and the NHPA (Section 106) require a tribal 
consultation process and require that significance determinations and 
mitigation measures be developed through the consultation process.  
This consultation is currently in process with respect to the proposed 
project and final mitigation measures will be included in the MOA 
prior to the Decision Record. 

Response to Comment J-3a: 
Please refer to Response to Comment L-6 regarding cumulative 
impacts to cultural resources. 
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 (cont’d.) 

Comment Letter J 

J-3a 
(cont’d.) 

J-3b 

J-3c 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM QUECHAN INDIAN TRIBE, SIGNED 
BY BRIDGET R. NASH-CHRABASCZ, QUECHAN TRIBE HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION OFFICER, DATED JANUARY 4, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER J) 
(continued) 

Response to Comment J-3b: 
Please refer to Response to Comment L-29 regarding cumulative 
visual impacts. 

Response to Comment J-3c: 
Please refer to Response to Comment L-6 regarding cumulative 
impacts to cultural resources. 
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Comment Letter K 

K-1 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM 8 MINUTE ENERGY RENEWABLES, 
SIGNED BY TOM BUTTGENBACH, PH.D, DATED DECEMBER 16, 2010 
(COMMENT LETTER K) 

Response to Comment K-1: 
Comment noted. The County will provide notification of public 
hearings and notification of the availability of the Final EIR/EA at the 
time the document is completed. 
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Response to Comments 

Comment Letter L 

L-1 

L-2 

L-3 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) 

Response to Comment L-1: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment L-2: 
It is acknowledged that there are certain trade-offs with “point of use” 
solar projects; however, reliance solely on this approach to alternative 
energy supplies would not meet the existing and future renewable 
energy needs of the region, and would fall far short of meeting state-
and federally-mandated renewable energy goals. Future renewable 
energy supplies will be provided by a portfolio of renewable energy 
technologies. Please refer to Response to Comment L-39. 

Response to Comment L-3: 
The wind farms and the Acciona solar farm referred to in the letter 
were using very different technology from the technology proposed 
for this project and therefore the examples are not relevant to this 
project. In addition, the project will not use turbines and will not need 
to change turbine fluid. 
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Response to Comments 

L-4 

L-5 

L-6 

L-7 

L-8 

L-9 

Comment Letter L 
(cont’d.) 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L)  (continued)  

 
Response to Comment L-4:  
Comment no ted.  
 
Response to Comment L-5:  
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) require that the BLM  as the federal 
lead agency, and the County of Imperial, as the local lead agency, 
evaluate the environmental impacts of each project and support 
their findings with substantial evidence in the record. If  the federal 
agency prepares an EA and determines that the proposed federal 
action does not have the potential to significantly affect the quality of 
the human environment, then NEPA allows the agency to prepare a 
FONSI rather than an EIS.  Whether a proposed action significantly 
affects the quality of the human environment is determined by 
considering the context  and intensity  of the action and its effects.1   
The expanded EA and its technical reports contain almost a thousand 
pages  of analysis which is at the same level of detail as an EIS, 
including an alternatives discussion.  There is no prejudice to the 
public or decision-makers from processing the EA due to this EIS-level 
detail and the extensive public outreach.  CEQA's NEPA Task Force 
reported that “use of mitigated FONSIs often results in more mitigation 
than what is needed to reduce the adverse environmental impacts 
below the significance threshold.”2  
 
The Court's holding in the Sempra/Intergen case referenced in this 
comment did not mandate that all transmission line projects be 
evaluated with an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  Rather, the 
Court found based on the specific facts relevant to the 
Sempra/Intergen project that an EIS is required for that specific 
project.  The facts relevant to Imperial Solar Energy Center South 
project do not lead the BLM  to that same conclusion.  These facts will 
be included in the BLM’s Decision Record for the project.  
 

                                                 
1  40  C.F.R.  1508.27.
    
1   BLM  NEPA  Handbook  at  Section  8.1
  
2 
 NEPA Task Force Report, at 70.
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-5: (cont’d.) 

The court ruling in the Sempra/Intergen case, found that the EA and 
FONSI for that project presented an inadequate analysis of: (1) the 
water impacts on the Salton Sea; (2) the potential for public 
controversy; (3) the cumulative impacts of the actions; (4) the 
impacts of carbon dioxide and ammonia emissions that would be 
generated from the proposed power plants; and, (5) an alternative 
which would have conditioned the permits on certain emissions 
standards. 

Further, by way of comparison with respect to the Sempra/Intergen 
project and the proposed Imperial Solar Energy Center South project, 
the international transmission line projects analyzed in the 
Sempra/Intergen case were designed to transport power generated 
by gas fired power plants located in Mexico. The court findings 
regarding water quality impacts to the Salton Sea, the impacts of 
carbon dioxide and ammonia emissions from the power plants, and 
the lack of analysis of an alternative that conditioned the permits on 
certain emissions standards are all related to power generation 
facilities located in Mexico. The proposed Imperial Solar Energy 
Center South project would produce power derived from solar 
energy, not by burning fossil fuels in Mexico. A detailed analysis of the 
emissions and water quality impacts, both of which are less than 
significant with mitigation for both the construction and the 
operational phase of the project, is presented in the EIR/EA. 

The court finding that the potential for public controversy was not 
properly analyzed with respect to the Sempra/Intergen project also 
does not apply to this project. All stakeholders were represented in 
the public policy debate over the increased use of renewable energy 
generation projects in the California legislature and California Energy 
Commission when the state established its renewable portfolio 
standard. The Imperial Solar Energy Center South project is executing 
that settled policy decision by increasing the generation of solar 
power. Furthermore, the record does not demonstrate a high level of 
public controversy, nor controversy with respect to expert opinions 
regarding the potential impacts of the proposed project. 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-5: (cont’d.) 

Likewise, the court's finding of inadequate analysis of cumulative 
impacts for the Sempra/Intergen project is based on a lack of 
cumulative impact analysis of water quality and quantity impacts on 
the New River and Salton Sea, and a failure to consider the combined 
impacts of future, specific power plants in the region. The water 
quality and quantity impacts cited result from gas-fired steam turbine 
power generation facilities. The proposed Imperial Solar Energy 
Center South project does not involve similar facilities (e.g., gas power 
plants). Finally, the alleged failure to consider the combined impacts 
of future, specific power plants in the region applies to this project is 
unfounded because the EIR/EA in Table 5.0-1 in Chapter 5-
Cumulative Impact Analysis presents an analysis of 20 power 
generation or transmission projects in the region. 

Finally, no significant land use impact was identified in the EIR/EA 
(e.g., see EIR/EA Section 4.2 Land Use). The EIR/EA fully analyzes the 
project’s consistency with the Yuha Basin Area of Critical Concern 
(“ACEC”) Management Plan and the management areas in the Flat-
tailed Horned Lizard Rangewide Management Plan (see EIR/EA page 
4.2-13). The project has been designed to be consistent with the Yuha 
ACEC and FTHL Management Areas. As an example, the EIR/EA 
notes that the transmission line corridor is located in a previously 
disturbed area that has three existing transmission lines. To mitigate 
the possibility of any additional disturbance that would conflict with 
the plans, the project incorporates a number of general operations 
and maintenance and FTHL mitigation measures (see EIR/EA page 
4.2-13). The proposed project’s permanent impact is limited to 
approximately 6.8 acres of land within the designated Utility Corridor 
“N.” As such, the project remains within the 1% cumulative 
disturbance area permitted in the El Centro BLM Field Office CDCA 
plan amendment that adopts the Flat-Tailed Horned Lizard 
Management Strategy. Thus, there is no significant cumulative 
impact. 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-6: 
Cumulative impacts were analyzed in the EIR/EA and are not 
significant with proposed mitigation. Therefore an EIS is not required 
on the basis of cumulative impacts. Furthermore, past, present and 
foreseeable future projects necessary to construct renewable energy 
facilities sufficient to meet the renewable energy portfolio levels in 
California and five other Southwest states have been analyzed in 
BLM's Draft Solar Energy Programmatic EIS (Solar Energy PEIS) that is 
currently undergoing public review. This project does not formally tier 
off of the Solar Energy PEIS in its draft form, but cites to the expert 
opinions and analysis in the PEIS and its technical reports to support it 
cumulative impact conclusions. 

The EIR/EA properly analyzes 61 projects on the cumulative list 
established at the time of the Notice of Preparation under CEQA, 
which is the proper baseline for analysis. The list overstates the true 
impacts of these projects because not all of them will go on to be 
constructed due to failure to secure other necessary permits, failure to 
secure funding, competition over the same pool of federal funding 
assistance, etc. The Solar Energy PEIS estimates that about one-third 
of public land project applications for renewable energy may never 
be built. 

Finally, the Imperial Solar Energy Center South EIR/EA does not provide 
a cursory analysis. The EIR/EA and its technical reports contain 
thousands of pages of analysis which essentially provide the same 
level of detail as an EIS, including an alternatives discussion and over 
100 pages of cumulative impact analysis. There is no prejudice to the 
public or decision-makers from processing the EA due to this EIS-level 
detail and the extensive public outreach including: 

1. Notice of Preparation with the commissions plan. 

2.	 The EA was circulated for public comment for 45 days – the 
same amount of time as required for an EIS. 

3.	 The EA remains available for public review at El Centro Public 
Library. 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-6: (cont’d.) 

A final EA will be available for public review before final action is 
taken. 

Response to Comment L-7: 
This comment is acknowledged, and the cumulative impact analysis 
provided in EIR/EA Section 5.0 Cumulative Impacts is consistent with 
40 CFR 1508.7 and 1508.27(b)(7). Please also refer to Responses to 
Comments L-5 and L-6. 

Response to Comment L-8: 
Please refer to Response to Comment L-5.  

Response to Comment L-9: 
As discussed in Response to Comment L-5, each project is analyzed 
independently based on the relevant facts regarding the impacts of 
the project. The BLM's decision to process an EIS on a transmission line 
and wind power plant for the Sempra Generation's Energia Sierra 
Juarez US Transmission LLC Presidential Permit Application (ESJ Project) 
was based on the relevant facts specific to that project. There are 
many differences between the ESJ project, which would trigger the 
need for the preparation of an EIS, and the proposed project, where 
preparation of an EA is appropriate. These differences include, but 
are not limited to: 

•	 The ESJ Project would introduce a new fire hazard area in a 
remote area of existing high fire hazards. The proposed 
Imperial Solar Energy Center South project is sited on 
agricultural land with little fire hazard risk associated with the 
operation of the solar facility. 

•	 Under the proposed ESJ’s 230-kV Route and 500-kV Route 
alternatives, construction of the transmission line would result 
in permanent potentially moderate-to-major adverse visual 
impacts due to land scarring. Wind turbines constructed in 
Mexico as part of the EJS Project would be visible from several 
U.S. locations, including locations in or near the communities 
of Jacumba and Boulevard, Interstate 8, Old Highway 80 and 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-9: (cont’d.) 

the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park. Phase 1 of the ESJ 
Project includes 52 wind turbines at a height of 431 feet. At 
total build out this wind farm project will generate 1250 MW 
from 500 wind turbines. Accordingly, DOE visual resource 
impacts in Mexico were identified as significant issues 
triggering an EIS. Solar panels and transmission structures at 
the proposed Imperial Solar Energy Center South project do 
not rise 431 feet in the air and do not generate comparable 
visual impacts. Rather, the maximum height of the 
transmission towers is 140-feet, and would be located within 
an existing utility corridor where similar transmission facilities, 
including height, scale, and design characteristics already 
exist. The project would not introduce new structures in an 
open desert area, rather, it would limit the new structures to a 
portion of the County where such structures already exist, and 
where land is already designated as a utility corridor, thus, 
minimizing the visual impact to the region. 

•	 The ESJ Project identified four special-status wildlife species 
during the project surveys including the northern red diamond 
rattlesnake, California horned lark, loggerhead shrike, and 
San Diego black-tailed jack rabbit. The ESJ Project area also 
includes critical habitats for Peninsular bighorn sheep, Quino 
checkerspot butterfly, and the California condor. The 
proposed Imperial Solar Energy Center South solar project 
mitigates all its biological impacts. 

•	 The ESJ Project proposes impacts to the Las Californias 
Binational Conservation Initiative (whereas none are 
proposed with the Imperial Solar Energy Center South 
project); and, 

•	 Construction and operation of the proposed ECO Substation 
switchyards and SWPL Loop-In are connected actions for the 
ESJ Project. 
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Comment Letter L 
(cont’d.) 

L-9 
(cont’d.) 

L-10 

L-11 

L-12 

L-13 

L-14 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-10: 
As discussed in Response to Comment L-5, each project is analyzed 
independently based on the relevant facts regarding the impacts of 
the project. The BLM's decision to support the No Project Alternative 
for the Tule Wind project process was based on the relevant facts 
specific to that project. The projects and facilities for a proposed 
wind farm project uses different technologies than a solar project and 
are located in a different biological area than the proposed Imperial 
Solar Energy Center South project. Therefore, the environmental 
impacts for the solar project are different, and the magnitude of the 
impact is much less, which has led the BLM to a different conclusion 
regarding the type of NEPA document necessary to analyze the 
project. 

Response to Comment L-11: 
Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment L-10. 

Response to Comment L-12: 
There has been no automatic grant of right-of-way (ROW) from the 
BLM. Rather, the project Applicant has submitted a Plan of 
Development (POD) and the BLM will make a decision whether or not 
to approve the POD based on many factors, including environmental 
impacts. As stated on EIR/EA page 2-52, “The project will require 
approval by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) of a grant of 
right-of-way in order to allow the construction and operation of the 
proposed transmission lines, access/maintenance road including the 
portion of the proposed spur roads, and additional temporary 
construction areas within the Federal Lands by the BLM.” No 
automatic approval has been given. 

Response to Comment L-13: 
Consistent with the ACEC Management Plan, the EIR/EA provides a 
detailed analysis and explanation of the project's environmental 
impacts within the designated Utility Corridor “N” and identifies 
mitigation measures necessary to reduce those impacts to below a 
level of significance. The environmental analysis for this project has 
been conducted to assess the environmental impacts of the 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-13: (cont’d.) 

proposed project. Please also refer to Response to Comment L-12 
and L-5. 

Response to Comment L-14: 
Please refer to Response to Comment L-5 and L-6. 

The EIR/EA fully analyzes the project's direct, indirect and cumulative 
impacts to agricultural resources, including the important fact that the 
project proposes to restore the property back to agricultural use at 
the project's conclusion. Sections 3.9 and 4.9 of the EIR/EA document 
fully analyze impacts to agricultural resources. The owner is a farmer, 
with corresponding expertise in farmland conditions and what 
conditions are necessary to continue producing agricultural products 
at the site, negotiated a ground lease with the applicant that requires 
the property to be restored back to its agricultural use. Furthermore, 
the California Department of Conservation, experts in agricultural 
issue, list restoration of solar sites back to agricultural use as an 
accepted and encouraged mitigation practice. 

In addition, because there is no long-term impact on the site's 
agricultural soils, this unique agricultural resource is not permanently 
and irreplaceably impacted. Only agricultural production at the site 
is temporarily impacted during the life of the project. In this sense, the 
project's agricultural impact is akin to a long-term fallowing of 
agricultural site where the soils are not impacted, just the interim 
agricultural production. At less than 1,000 acres of prime farmland, 
the impact of fallowing the site is less than the 25,000 acres of 
farmland IID proposed to fallow to create mitigation water for the 
Salton Sea. According to IID's Equitable Distribution Plan Negative 
Declaration, in 2003, IID implemented a rotation fallowing program to 
successfully create conserved water to deliver to the Salton Sea and 
now IID plans to increase fallowing incrementally to a maximum of 
about 25,000 acres. With the knowledge that the Proposed Project 
will be using less water, IID can fallow less than the 25,000 acres to 
produce the same amount of water needed to meet its transfer 
obligations and conserve water to deliver to the Salton Sea. As such, 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-14: (cont’d.) 

the Proposed Project's indirect impact is that other farms that would 
have enrolled in IID's fallowing program, do not need to enroll and 
can continue their agricultural production. As such, on a regional 
basis, there is no significant reduction in agricultural production from 
the Proposed Project's temporary reduction in its agricultural use. 

IID acknowledged in its Negative Declaration certifying the Equitable 
Distribution program that the fallowing necessary to provide the 
transfer and Salton Sea mitigation water (up to 25,000 acres) would 
not have a significant impact on agriculture. Figure 3 of the Negative 
Declaration shows how insignificant 25,000 acres of enrolled fallowing 
in the IID program is in comparison with the historic variation in 
fallowing levels in Imperial Valley. The EIR/EA incorporates these facts 
by reference into the Proposed Project's analysis and Response to 
Comments. 

http://www.iid.com/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=240 
 Therefore, not only does the Proposed Project reduce the need for as 
much fallowing under the Equitable Distribution Plan, but Figure 3 
demonstrates, even without aiding the IID's Equitable Distribution Plan, 
the Proposed Project's long-term fallowing of agricultural lands is not 
significant compared to the historic levels of fallowing in Imperial 
County. As such, with the implementation of the Proposed Project's 
agricultural soil restoration plan, there is no significant unmitigated 
impact t agriculture. 

The commentator's characterization of the proposed project site as a 
“Dense industrial park with lots of 60’ – 140’ tall poles and wires” is not 
an accurate description of the project. See photo from similar solar 
facility near Blythe. 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L)  (continued)  

 
Response to Comment L-14:  (cont’d.)  

  
(photo of Blythe facility from 100 yards)  
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Comment Letter L 
(cont’d.) 

L-15 

L-16 

L-17 

L-18 

L-19 

L-20 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-15: 
As part of the environmental process, the project has done field 
surveys and analysis and has designed the project to minimize 
impacts to cultural resources. The environmental document 
thoroughly analyzed and fully disclosed all potentially significant 
impacts to cultural resources for CEQA purposes. Cultural analysis 
and mitigation measures can be found in sections 3.7 and 4.7 of the 
EIR/EA. Without mitigation measures, the project would have a 
significant impact to two sites. However, with the implementation of 
mitigation measures CR1 through CR4, all potentially significant 
impacts to cultural resources would be mitigated to below a level of 
significance for CEQA purposes. 

Under Section 106 of the NHPA, for NEPA purposes significance 
determinations and mitigation can only be determined through the 
consultation process. At this time, the consultation process is still 
ongoing, but the applicant has committed to executing a 
Memorandum of Agreement (“MOA”) prior to the Decision Record.  
To the extent the Decision Record identifies any significant impacts, 
the applicant is obligated through the MOA to mitigate to below a 
level of significance. This avoids the controversy over whether a 
programmatic agreement provides adequate mitigation.  

See Response to Comments L-5 and L-6 for additional analysis of the 
methodology for analyzing cumulative impacts. 

Response to Comment L-16: 
Comment noted. New cultural resource surveys were conducted in 
the areas of potential effect for the proposed project and are 
identified in EIR/EA Section 3.7 – Cultural Resources.  

Response to Comment L-17: 
Comment noted. 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L)  (continued)  

 
Response to Comment L-18:  
The proposed solar project is different from Tessera's Imperial Valley 
Solar project subject to the referenced lawsuit.  Among the 
differences are the following:  

a.  Project is constructed on disturbed farmland to minimize 
impacts to undisturbed desert habitat.  

b.  Impacts to BLM  land are minimized to approximately 10 acres 
within Corridor N in the California Desert Conservation Area 
("CDCA") plan designated for ROW  use with the proper 
environmental mitigation and analysis.  

c.  Entire site surveyed for cultural resource impacts and roads 
and transmission towers have been rerouted and placed to 
avoid impacts to all but one cultural resource.  

d.  Mitigation of Cultural Site provided in EIR/EA, which will be 
supplemented with an executed Memorandum of 
Agreement ("MOA"), not a Programmatic Agreement.  

e.  Project has been actively consulting with the Quechan tribe 
and is going to execute an MOA to avoid tribal and court 
criticism that execution of a Programmatic Agreement does 
not conclude the tribal consultation or satisfy the National 
Historic Preservation Act ("NHPA").  

f.  Project lease requires restoration of land back to  agricultural 
use at conclusion of the project.  

 
Please also refer to Response to Comment L-19.  
 
Response to Comment L-19:  
The quote from the  judicial injunction in the December 15, 2010 
lawsuit filed by the Quechan Tribe is noted.  However, the proposed 
Imperial Solar Energy Center South project does not assert that it does 
not need to comply with the NHPA, NEPA, FLPMA, or the deadlines in 
the  ARRA.  In fact, the proposed project is complying with these 
statutes.  The proposed Imperial Solar Energy South project is 
engaged in the Section 106 tribal consultation process. This project is  
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-19: (cont’d.) 

expected to be processed with a finding of no adverse effects or 
Memorandum of Agreement that will conclude the NHPA-required 
tribal consultation, rather than a Programmatic Agreement that the 
court in the Quechan Tribe v US Department of Interior case found did 
not satisfy the NHPA or conclude the tribal consultation. 

Response to Comment L-20: 
Comment noted. The proposed project is engaged in the Section 106 
tribal consultation process with the utmost respect and regard for the 
cultural resources at the site. This project is abiding by confidentiality 
rules required by the NHPA to assure cultural resources are not stolen.  
This project is expected to be processed with a Memorandum of 
Agreement that will conclude the NHPA-required tribal consultation. 
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Comment Letter L 
(cont’d.) 

L-21 

L-22 

L-23 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-21: 
A robust environmental analysis is presented in Chapter 5.0 of the 
EIR/EA where the impacts of the proposed action, past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable projects are analyzed in 278 pages of 
cumulative impact analysis. We note the commenter has re-listed 
and summarized information presented in Draft EIR/EA Tables 5-1, 5-2, 
and 5-12, thus demonstrating the EA has disclosed these impacts as 
part of the cumulative impacts and information that was used to 
complete the cumulative impact analysis. Experts in land 
management and natural resource management on both private 
and public lands were consulted in the development of the list of 
“reasonably foreseeable” projects. The cumulative list was 
established at the time of the Notice of Preparation under CEQA, 
which is the proper baseline for analysis. The list overstates the true 
impacts of these projects because not all of them will go on to be 
constructed due to failure to secure other necessary permits, failure to 
secure funding, competition over the same pool of federal funding 
assistance, etc. The Solar PEIS estimates that about one-third of public 
land project applications for renewable energy may never be built. 

The comment’s methodology of simply amassing the impacts from 
the listed projects fails to provide the necessary context for 
determining whether these aggregated impacts are significant. The 
comment fails to identify what mitigation has been provided by these 
listed projects to reduce their impacts. The post-mitigation impacts of 
these project is much smaller and given the vast territory of the BLM 
land and non-BLM land that contain these resources, the cumulative 
impacts are not significant. 

BLM's conclusion is also supported by the expert opinions and studies 
provided in the draft Solar PEIS which analyzed all potential projects 
necessary to generate renewable energy at the renewable portfolio 
levels in each of six southwestern states, including California, where 
this project is located. This project does not formally tier off of the 
Solar PEIS in its draft form, but cites to the expert opinions and analysis 
in the PEIS and its technical reports to support it cumulative impact 
conclusions. 

Imperial Solar Energy Center South RTC-55 April 2011 
Final EIR/EA 



   

 

        
  

  

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-22: 
Comment noted. However, the three projects identified do not lie 
within the boundaries of the Yuha FTHL Management Area (YFMA).  
As described in Section 5.12, the geographic scope for cumulative 
impact analysis on biological resources is the YFMA, therefore these 
projects were not specifically considered in the biological analysis.  
However, the final EIR/EA cites to the cumulative analysis (for biology 
and all other impacts) presented in the Solar PEIS, which does include 
these projects because they are among the renewable energy 
development projects proposed to assist California in meeting its 
renewable energy portfolio standard. 

Response to Comment L-23: 
Renewergy LLC, BLM serial number CACA 048004 is for a 
meteorological station which has minor impacts. The proposed 
Renewergy LLC wind project, CACA 52186, application was received 
July 16, 2010, after the NOP date for this project. 

Ocotillo Express Wind project was included in Table 5-2 and excluded 
from Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR/EA, this has been corrected in the Final 
EIR/EA in Table 5.0-1. 

The correct figures for the North Gila to Imperial Valley transmission 
line will be corrected in the Final EIR/EA. 

Regardless of the listed projects, the final EIR/EA provides a thorough 
analysis of the cumulative impacts by citing to the expert opinions 
and technical studies supporting the cumulative analysis presented in 
the Solar PEIS because these projects are among the renewable 
energy development projects proposed to assist California in meeting 
its renewable energy portfolio standard. 
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Comment Letter L 
(cont’d.) 

L-23 
(cont’d.) 

L-24 

L-25 

L-26 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-24: 
The map in the Final EIR/EA has been updated to include projects, 
project locations and project footprints as appropriate. 

Response to Comment L-25: 
Project is consistent with the FTHL Rangewide Management Strategy 
for the protection of Flat Tail Horned Lizard and will mitigate for 
impacts to FTHL habitat. The area in which the transmission lines 
would be constructed is located in the Yuha Basin ACEC and in the 
Yuha Desert Management Area for the flat-tailed horned lizard, a 
sensitive species. Flat-tailed horned lizard habitat occurs within the 
areas that would be affected by the proposed transmission line route. 
 Mitigation measures would be implemented to minimize impacts to 
the species in accordance with the FTHL Rangewide Management 
Strategy. These measures include a designated biologist to monitor 
during construction phases and delineation of the boundaries of 
disturbed areas and the clearing of FTHL from those areas, among 
others. See also Response to Comments L-5 and L-6. 

The methodology used to prepare the cumulative impact analysis is 
described in the EIR/EA in Chapter 5.0. The area of cumulative 
impacts varies by resource category. For example, air quality impacts 
tend to disperse over a large area, while traffic impacts are typically 
more localized. For this reason, the geographic scope for this analysis 
must be identified for each resource area. The geographic scope 
used for analyzing cumulative impacts on biological resources is the 
flat-tailed horned lizard (FTHL) habitat in California, more specifically 
the Yuha Desert FTHL management area. Table 5.1.12-1 lists the 
approved and proposed projects within the Yuha Desert FTHL 
management area. 

The Ocotillo Express wind project is listed on Table 5.0-1 “Cumulative 
Projects within the Jurisdiction of the County of Imperial”. This project is 
located several miles west of the of the Yuha FTHL MA western 
boundary and therefore was not listed among the projects that were 
analyzed in detail for cumulative effects for FTHL.  

Imperial Solar Energy Center South RTC-57 April 2011 
Final EIR/EA 



   

 

        
  

 
 

  

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
  

 

 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-25: (cont’d.) 

The proposed Renewergy LLC wind project, CACA 52186, application 
was received July 16, 2010, after the NOP date for this project.  
Further, the proposed project is located outside the Yuha FTHL MA, 
therefore it was not listed among the projects that were analyzed in 
detail for cumulative effects for FTHL.  

The SDG&E solar project proposed within the Yuha FTHL MA, adjacent 
to the Imperial Valley Substation, was not listed among the projects 
that were analyzed in detail for cumulative effects to FTHL habitat 
because SDG&E has not submitted a complete plan of development 
to the BLM. 

Nevertheless, all past, present and foreseeable future renewable 
energy project impacts, both inside and outside the Yuha Desert FTHL 
management area have been analyzed at some level of detail 
because they are among the projects necessary to construct 
renewable energy facilities sufficient to meet the renewable energy 
portfolio levels in California and five other Southwest states were 
analyzed in BLM's Draft Solar Energy Programmatic EIS (Solar Energy 
PEIS) that is currently undergoing public review. This project does not 
formally tier off of the Solar Energy PEIS in its draft form, but cites to the 
expert opinions and analysis in the PEIS and its technical reports to 
support its cumulative impact conclusions. BLM, California and the 5 
other states have not yet constructed or approved plans of 
development for renewable energy projects at a level that would 
meet or exceed their respective renewable energy portfolio 
requirements. As such, the impacts from the majority of projects listed 
in Table 5.0-1 and those the commenter request be considered have 
already been considered in some level of detail in the analysis of the 
Solar PEIS. Section 5.0 of the Final EIR/EA provides a detailed 
cumulative analysis for the Proposed Action and Alternatives. 

This addresses the otherwise impossible task of analyzing and re-
analyzing a constantly changing list of renewable energy project 
applications and plans of development that are filed between the 
time the Proposed Project's Notice of Preparation is published and the 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-25: (cont’d.) 

time public agencies determine whether to approve the Proposed 
Project. A public agency can identify impacts from specific projects 
with specific plans of development at the time the baseline for 
analysis is established (i.e., the Notice of Preparation) with a certain 
level of detail, which the EIR/EA does. Each time a new renewable 
energy project is proposed after the baseline is established, it is not 
feasible for a public agency to redo the entire cumulative impact 
analysis. Otherwise, no project's cumulative impact analysis could 
ever be completed. Instead, it is proper for public agencies to 
understand the impacts of such new projects in the context of a 
macro-analysis at a certain level of planned development, which in 
this case is the level of development needed to achieve the 
renewable portfolio standards established by each of six states in the 
Southwest region, including California. 

Response to Comment L-26: 
All of the Project's potentially significant adverse biological impacts 
are mitigated to a less-than-significant level, including potential 
impacts to burrowing owl habitat. Mitigation Measures that avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate the potential impact to burrowing owls are 
identified in EIR/EA pages ES-39 to ES-41 (Mitigation Measure B3). 

In regards to the golden eagles and bighorn sheep, the various 
biological surveys did not identify any of the species on the project 
site (see EIR/EA pages 3.12-18 and 3.12-35 and Table 3.12-4). The 
EIR/EA analyzed impacts to the golden eagle and determined that it 
was unlikely any would nest or forage on the project site due to the 
distance of the nearest nesting habitat (see EIR/EA page 3.12-34). The 
EIR/EA analyzed the likelihood of the species to occur within the 
survey area and determined that given the distance from suitable 
rocky terrain, sparse vegetation within the survey area, lack of 
detection within the survey area, and the unlikelihood for the survey 
area to serve as a bighorn sheep corridor (see EIR/EA page 3.12-27).  
Because the Proposed Project has no impact to these species, there is 
no nexus between the Proposed Project and any cumulative impact 
other projects may have on these species. 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-26: (cont’d.) 

Finally, the impacts to bighorn sheep and golden eagles from other 
renewable energy projects were analyzed at the macro level in the 
Solar PEIS. 
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Comment Letter L 
(cont’d.) 

L-26 
(cont) 

L-27 

L-28 

L-29 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-27: (cont’d.) 

The EIR/EA does not identify any significant short-term or long-term 
impacts to visual resources pursuant to analysis of the viewshed by 
experts who selected a viewshed radius accepted within the expert's 
industry, which public agencies are entitled to rely on. The EIR/EA 
discloses that the installation of the solar facility would change the 
existing character of the site. However, due to the flat topography of 
the solar energy facility site, the EIR/EA states that it will not be visible 
from any protected viewpoint (see EIR/EA page 4.1-2). Because the 
project site is not visible from any surrounding protected view point, 
the proposed project would not obstruct lines of sight to Mt. Signal, 
Coyote Mountain, or other surrounding visual resources. Furthermore, 
the project site is not located within the viewshed of McCain Valley, 
which is located in east San Diego County, far removed from the 
viewshed of the proposed project. 

The EIR/EA concludes that the project's transmission line visual impacts 
are less than significant because the towers are aligned in the corridor 
with the existing BLM-designated utility corridor and would be similar in 
size, scale, and character as the existing facilities (see EIR/EA page 
4.1-6). 

The comment states that more analysis is needed of the cumulative 
impact of this project to a ten-mile stretch of I-8 where other 
renewable energy development projects are planned. However, this 
portion of I-8 is not a designated scenic highway or protected view 
corridor. To the extent other renewable energy projects create a 
significant adverse visual impact on a protected viewshed, those 
impacts cannot be combined with the proposed solar project 
because this project does not contribute any impact to those 
resources. The comment incorrectly assumes that each and every 
renewable energy project must be part of a cumulative impact to a 
resource regardless of whether there is any nexus between a 
proposed project and the resource. 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued)  
 
Response to Comment L-28:   
The EIR/EA analyzes the impacts to visual resources In Section 4.1, 
considers the existing visual character to determine the Proposed 
Action’s consistency with the surrounding area, and visual resource 
management standards.  While the Proposed Action would change 
the existing visual character of the site from existing agriculture land to 
a solar energy facility, the site is not visible from any KOPs and would 
not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the 
site and its surroundings.  
 
As stated in the EIR/EA, the project may be constructed with an 
underground collection system for on-site transmission wires, but there 
is no requirement for the EA/EIS to assess the feasibility of 
undergrounding where, as here, there is no significant environmental 
impact to mitigate.  
 
The commentator's characterization of the proposed project site as a 
"high-density industrial park” is not an accurate description of the 
project. See photo from similar solar facility near Blythe.  
 
(photo of Blythe facility from 100 yards)  
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-29: 
The EIR/EA analyzes the impacts to visual resources in Section 4.1, 
considers the existing visual character to determine the Proposed 
Action’s consistency with the surrounding area, and visual resource 
management standards. While the Proposed Action would change 
the existing visual character of the site from existing agriculture land to 
a solar energy facility, the site is not visible from any KOPs and would 
not degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings. 

The comment states that more analysis is needed of the cumulative 
impact of this project to 14 other renewable energy related projects.  
To the extent other renewable energy projects create a significant 
adverse visual impact on a protected viewshed, those impacts 
cannot be combined with the proposed solar project when this 
project does not contribute any impact to a protected viewshed.  
The comment incorrectly assumes that each and every renewable 
energy project must be part of a cumulative impact to a resource 
regardless of whether there is any nexus between a proposed project 
and the resource. 

The EIR/EA discloses the potential impacts from a terrorist attack and 
determined that there were no significant impacts as a result of a 
terrorist attack or an intentionally destructive acts (EIR/EA page 4.10-
9). In addition, if found that any such acts would not substantially 
impact continued electric service. California's electrical grid is built 
with redundancy mechanisms to keep electrical service reliable, 
including power sharing agreements and peaker power plants that 
are activated when service is interrupted at a particular generation 
source, regardless of whether the source of disruption is a terrorist 
attack or an earthquake. 

Imperial Solar Energy Center South RTC-63 April 2011 
Final EIR/EA 



   

 

        
  

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 

 
 

  
 

Comment Letter L 
(cont’d.) 

L-29 
(cont) 

L-30 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-30: 
Depending on the type of system and solar technology employed, 
solar energy projects can produce glare. The technologies used on 
certain projects use mirrors to reflect light onto a collector, which can 
create a source of glare. However, the proposed project would utilize 
a different technology. The proposed project’s photovoltaic panels 
will be constructed of non-reflective surfaces, absorbing light rather 
than reflecting it. Therefore, the EIR/EA properly determined that the 
photovoltaic modules would not adversely affect glare because they 
are non-reflective (see EIR/EA page 4.1-8).   

As the comment recommends, the project-related security lighting will 
be shielded and directed downward to prevent further light pollution 
to Dark Skies in rural areas to aid in local recreation and scientific 
research. 
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Response to Comments 

L-30 
(cont’d.) 

L-31 

L-32 

L-33 

Comment Letter L 
(cont’d.) 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-31: 
The comment asserts that converting previously irrigated farmland to 
desert soils will result in significant air quality impacts. The EIR/EA 
analyzes air quality impacts resulting from open area source emissions 
during operations (Section 4.4 Air Quality). The EIR/EA discloses that 
the project construction activities have potentially significant impacts 
to air quality (EIR/EA pages ES-16 to ES-21). These potential impacts 
are reduced to below a level of significance with Mitigation Measures 
AQ1 through AQ3, as identified in the EIR/EA. Potentially significant 
impacts from construction grading would be avoided or mitigated 
through compliance with the APCD dust control measures and 
activity rescheduling during periods of high ambient concentrations 
(EIR/EA pages ES-16 to ES-21). During the operational phase, ground 
cover will be planted and watering the site as necessary to reduce 
dust impacts to below a level of significance. Panel washing is 
expected to be based on the desert elements that occur in the 
region. Unlike Solar Energy Production systems that utilize mirrors, the 
photovoltaic panels proposed for the site are less sensitive to dust 
accumulation. The addition of panels to sites within the desert 
climate have been found to reduce the amount of dust generated 
by wind. 

The project also does not create a cumulatively considerable impact 
on air quality through its compliance with applicable federal, state, 
and ICAPCD regulations, which take into account the levels of 
emissions from planned growth in Imperial County (EIR/EA pages 5-79 
to 5-100). This project is consistent with the General Plan and 
therefore its emissions were part of the modeling the air quality 
agencies used in establishing regulatory requirements to avoid a 
cumulative air quality impact. 

The EIR/EA also states that the project may result in water-driven soil 
erosion, but these impacts are reduced to a less than significant level 
through a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and a dust control 
plan (EIR/EA Mitigation Measures AQ2 and HWQ1).  
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Response to Comments 

 
 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 

JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 
 
Response to Comment L-27: (cont’d.) 

Because the project’s impacts to dust levels are not significant, there 
is no potentially increased risk to dust-related health issues such as 
Valley Fever or asthma. 
 

Response to Comment L-32: 
The EIR/EA analyzed whether impacts to public services such as fire, 
medical, police, and water were potentially significant and 
determined that there would be no significant impacts (see EIR/EA 
Section 7.2).   
 
This comment states that the EIR/EA did not properly analyze impacts 
to fire services because there could be a fire at the photovoltaic site 
or transmission line.  The EIR/EA based its determination of no 
significance on the project’s fire prevention and suppression features 
and the vegetation type surrounding the solar array and transmission 
line.  The project will provide extensive fire suppression technologies 
and sufficient water storage as part of its Fire Protection and 
Prevention Plan (see EIR/EA pages 2-24 to 2-26).  No significant 
environmental impacts to police and medical services has been 
identified.  The project will require a small number of employees for 
operation, a security fence will be provided around the site, and a 
sophisticated security system and a security guard will be employed 
(see EIR/EA section 7-2 to 7-3).   
 
Response to Comment L-33: 
Please refer to Response to Comment L-32. 
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Comment Letter L 
(cont’d.) 

L-33 
(cont’d.) 

Response to Comments 
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Comment Letter L 

L-33 
(cont’d.) 

L-34 

L-35 

(cont’d.) 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-34: 
Contrary to the commenter's speculation regarding the amount of 
water needed to wash solar "mirrors", the Proposed Project does not 
underestimate the amount of water needed to clean the solar 
panels. Photovoltaic technology differs from solar thermal 
technology. Solar thermal technology uses mirrors to reflect and 
concentrate the sun’s energy, it is extremely important to keep the 
mirrors clean; however with photovoltaic panels, there is only a minor 
decrease in productivity from dirt or dust accumulating on the panels 
so washing more than twice a year is not necessary. 

The EIR/EA properly analyzed and disclosed potential impacts to 
water and concluded that there are no significant effects because 
the water use would decrease from the current 7,612 acre-feet per 
year to 5 acre-feet per year, most of which is used for solar panel 
washing. Even if the EIR/EA incorrectly underestimated the number of 
acre-feet per year needed to wash the solar panels, which it did not, 
and assuming that true water usage were ten times that disclosed in 
the EIR/EA, it would still be miniscule compared to the existing water 
demand at the project site. 

Because the project is using considerably less water than the existing 
baseline, it is assisting IID in meeting its legal obligations to transfer 
water and supply the Salton Sea with mitigation water. This means 
fewer acres of farmland that also contribute to water flow into the 
Salton Sea during active use as farmland must be fallowed in order for 
IID to generate the Salton Sea's mitigation water or generate water 
supplies to transfer to other water districts.    

Since there is no nexus between the project and any adverse impact 
on water supply compared to the baseline, it cannot have a 
cumulatively considerable impact with other projects that may have 
an effect. 
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Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-35: 
The comment states that additional intermittent energy projects (such 
as solar projects) will require additional backup generation is 
inaccurate because solar energy projects produce energy during 
peak energy demand times during the day when it is hottest and air 
conditioning use is increased, thus system-wide reducing the need for 
as many peaker plants or for existing peaker power plants to run as 
much. The Solar PEIS provides expert opinion and factual analysis to 
support this and the benefits of utility-scale solar project to global 
climate change. PEIS 6-97 to 6-98.  It states the following: 

Utility-scale solar energy development contributes to relatively minor 
GHG emissions as a result of emissions from heavy equipment, 
primarily used during the construction phase; vehicular emissions; and 
natural gas or propose combustion from backup generators. The 
removal of plants from within the footprint of solar facilities would 
reduce the amount of carbon uptake by terrestrial vegetation, but 
only by a small amount (about 1% of the CO2 emissions avoided by a 
solar energy facility compared to fossil-fuel generation facilities [see 
section 5.11.4 of the PEIS.] 

Utility-scale solar energy production over the next 20 years may result 
in fewer CO2 emissions from utilities by offsetting emissions from new 
fossil fuel energy sources. CO2 emission offsets related to increased 
solar energy production could range from a few percentage points to 
more than 20% in some of the study area states if future fossil energy 
production were offset by solar energy. Table 6.5-22 provides a 
comparison of the CO2 emissions of different generation technologies 
during facility operations. In the near-term, solar facilities would tend 
to offset facilities serving peak loads rather than baseline loads served 
by large fossil fuel plants. Emissions from future fossil fuel plants serving 
peak loads, typically natural gas-fired plants, would nevertheless be 
offset. The addition of thermal energy or electrical storage to solar 
facilities could allow offsets of baseload fossil fuel plants in the long 
term. 
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Response to Comments 

L-36 

L-37 

L-38 

Comment Letter L 
(cont’d.) 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comment L-36: 
The California Independent System Operator (CAISO) manages 
planning and operations of the electric power grid in California, 
including conducting transmission planning analysis to make sure the 
transmission network is robust enough to withstand contingencies such 
as earthquakes. CAISO has studied this project as part of their Large 
Generator Interconnect Process (LGIP). 
http://www.caiso.com/1791/1791bfdc382e0ex.html. 

Additionally, the proposed project is required to be constructed to 
current building code standards, which provides sufficient mitigation 
to reduce potential impacts to below a level of significance. 

The EIR/EA discloses that the project contains expansive soils that are 
prone to liquefaction and differential settlement, but these potentially 
significant impacts will be reduced through seismic and pavement 
design, among other measures (see EIR/EA pages ES-22 to ES-23, 
Mitigation Measure GS1). 

Response to Comment L-37: 
The EIR/EA at Section 4.14, analyzed the impacts for consistency with 
Environmental Justice criteria and found that the Proposed Action is 
considered a public benefit and would not result in environmental 
effects to the minority population residing within and surrounding the 
Imperial County area. In fact, the conversion of vacant land to the 
solar energy facility use will generate more full time, long-term 
employment than the currently vacant site. See also Response to 
Comment L-38. 

Response to Comment L-38: 
The wind farms and the solar farm referred to in this comment 
propose, or use, very different technologies than the technology 
proposed for this project and therefore the anecdote is not relevant 
to this project. 
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Response to Comments 

L-39 

L-40 

L-41 

L-42 

Comment Letter L 
(cont’d.) 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued)  
 
Response to Comments L-39:  
This comment suggests that distributed generation of solar energy 
resources be evaluated as opposed to, or in addition to, the 
development of centralized, utility-scale solar energy facilities. 
Distributed generation refers to the installation of small-scale solar 
energy facilities at individual locations at or near the point of 
consumption (e.g., use of solar PV panels on a business or home to 
generate electricity for on-site consumption).  Distributed generation 
systems typically generate less than 10 kW. Other terms for distributed 
generation include on-site generation, dispersed generation, 
distributed energy, and others.  
 
Current research indicates that development of both distributed 
generation and utility-scale solar power will be needed to meet future 
energy needs in the United States, along with other energy resources 
and energy efficiency technologies (NREL 2010). For a variety of 
reasons (e.g., upper limits on integrating distributed generation into 
the electric grid, cost, lack of electricity storage in most systems, and 
continued dependency of buildings on grid-supplied power), 
distributed solar energy generation alone cannot meet the goals for 
renewable energy development. Ultimately, both utility-scale and 
distributed generation solar power will need to be deployed at 
increased levels, and the highest penetration of solar power overall 
will require a combination of both types (NREL 2010).  
 
Alternatives incorporating distributed generation with utility-scale 
generation, or looking exclusively at distributed generation, do not 
respond to the BLM’s purpose and need for agency action in the 
Imperial Solar Energy Center South EIR/EA.  The applicable federal 
orders and mandates providing  the drivers for specific actions being 
evaluated in the EIR/EA compel the BLM  to evaluate utility-scale solar 
energy development.  The Energy Policy Act of 2005 (Public Law  [P.L.] 
109-58) requires the Secretary of the Interior to seek to approve non-
hydropower renewable energy projects on public lands with a 
generation capacity of at least 10,000 MW  of electricity by 2015; this 
level of renewable energy generation cannot be achieved on that  
 

Imperial Solar Energy Center South RTC-71 April 2011 
Final EIR/EA 



   

 

        
  

 
 

  
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Response to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DONNA TISDALE, DATED 
JANUARY 5, 2011 (COMMENT LETTER L) (continued) 

Response to Comments L-39: (cont’d.) 

timetable through distributed generation systems. While the Imperial 
Solar Energy Center South itself would not be on public lands, BLM’s 
action on the ROW across public land would facilitate large-scale 
solar energy development, in accordance with Secretarial Order 
3285A1 (Secretary of the Interior 2010). Accordingly, the BLM’s 
purpose and need for agency action in this EIR/EA is focused on the 
siting and management of utility-scale solar energy development on 
public lands. Furthermore, the agency has no authority or influence 
over the installation of distributed generation systems, other than on its 
own facilities, which the agency is evaluating at individual sites 
through other initiatives. 

Response to Comments L-40: 
Please refer to Response to Comment L-39. 

Response to Comments L-41: 
Support for the No Project Alternative is noted. Please refer to 
Response to Comments L-1 to L-40 in response to the conclusion 
comments. 

Response to Comments L-42: 
Comment noted. Your contact information will be added to the 
notice list for this project. 
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